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1. Executive Summary  

Lexington County continues to recover from disaster impacts from storm and flooding event which took 
place in October 2015.  To assist in the recovery from this disaster the County received two allocations of 
Community Development Block GrantςDisaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) funds under the Disaster Relief 
Appropriations Act of 2016.  These funds totaled more than $20 million in recovery assistance. In order to 
help reduce the repetitive cycle of disaster impacts and loss the Additional Supplemental Appropriations 
for Disaster Relief Requirements Act, 2018 (Pub. L. 115ς123, approved February 9, 2018) directed the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to allocate no less than $12 billion for mitigation 
activities for States and local grantees who had received CDBG-DR funds for disasters occurring in 2015, 
2016 and 2017.  These funds, allocated as Community Development Block Grant-Mitigation funds (CDBG-
MIT), were allocated to assist the County mitigate against future disaster risks while providing an 
opportunity to improve planning within the County.  Lexington County was allocated $15,185,000 in 
CDBG-MIT funds under Federal Register Notice, 84 FR 45838, August 30, 2019 (Notice). Funds provided 
under this allocation must address mitigation activities which are defined as: 

 . . . those activities that increase resilience to disasters and reduce or eliminate the long-
term risk of loss of life, injury, damage to and loss of property, and suffering and hardship, 
by lessening the impact of future disasters. 

I¦5Ωǎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦǳƴŘǎΣ ŀǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Notice, is to: 

¶ Support data-informed investments in high-impact projects that will reduce risks attributable to 
natural disasters, with particular focus on repetitive loss of property and critical infrastructure; 

¶ .ǳƛƭŘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ to comprehensively analyze disaster risks through the use of data and 
meaningful community engagement; 

¶ Support the adoption of policies that reflect local and regional priorities that will have long-lasting 
effects on community risk reduction, to include the risk reduction to community lifelines such as;  

o Safety and Security 

o Communications 

o Food & Water 

o Sheltering 

o Transportation 

o Health and Medical  

o Hazardous Material (management)  

o Energy (Power & Fuel) 

o Future disaster costs (e.g. forward-looking land use plans) 

¶ Maximize the impact of available funds by encouraging leverage, private-public partnerships, and 
coordination with other Federal programs.  
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The Notice provided the regulations and requirements the CDBG-MIT funds are subject to and described 
the responsibilities and processes the County must undertake in the utilization of these funds.  This 
includes the development and provision of an Action Plan as defined under section V.a.2 of the Notice 
and is presented here. The Action Plan consists of the Hazard Mitigation Needs Assessment, Allocation of 
Funds, Citizen Participation Efforts, Planning and Coordination, Mitigation Commitments, and Monitoring 
Standards & Reporting Requirements.  The Hazard Mitigation Needs Assessment includes the review of 
ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ IŀȊŀǊŘ aƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴΣ ά!ƴ !ƭƭ bŀǘǳǊŀƭ IŀȊŀǊŘ wƛǎƪ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ IŀȊŀǊŘ aƛǘƛƎŀǘƛon Plan 
for Centrŀƭ aƛŘƭŀƴŘǎ wŜƎƛƻƴ ƻŦ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΣ нлмсέ ŀƴŘ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƘŀȊŀǊŘǎ 
in relation to Community Lifelines.  This assessment is critical in assisting and guiding the process for 
project identification and funding justification for CDBG-MIT funds.  The subsequent portion of the Plan 
contains the Allocation of Funds portion which summarizes findings and goals of the HMP and describes 
project identification, consideration, eligibility review and funding allocation and justification.  The 
remaining four portions, Citizen Participation Efforts, Planning and Coordination, Mitigation 
Commitments, and Monitoring Standards & Reporting Requirements describe the processes and activities 
ensuring regulatory compliance with funding requirements. 

The Action Plan requires that the County hold two public hearings, one of which must occur prior to the 
ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀŦǘ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴΦ  ¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŦƛǊst public hearing was advertised on June 4, 2020 and 
held on June 10, 2020.  Due to COVID-19 public gathering limitations and restrictions, this public hearing 
was held online as a HUD approved virtual public hearing.  The purpose of this meeting was to inform the 
public of the allocation of CDBG-MIT funds to the County and to inform them of the development and 
purpose of the Action Plan.  ¢ƘŜ ŘǊŀŦǘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ Ǉƭŀƴ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜƴ ǇƻǎǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ /5.D aƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ 
website on June 12, 2020 for public review and comments. The public was notified of a 45-day comment 
period following the post of the draft Action Plan in order to provide comments and feedback. The 
document was made available for review on the County of Lexington Disaster Mitigation webpage and in 
hard copy form at the County Community Development Offices at 212 S. Lake Drive, Lexington SC  29072.    
The second public hearing, which was also a virtual public hearing, was advertised on June 18, 2020 and 
was held on July 2, 2020.  The purpose of this hearing was to notify the public on the proposed projects 
listed in the Action Plan. The proposed plan, along with comments received, was presented to County 
Council for their comment(s) and approval during a regularly scheduled County Council meeting on August 
11, 2020.  The summary of the public comments from both public hearings and the public comment period 
are included in Section 4.2 of this Action Plan. 

1.1 Planning, Coordination, and Consistency  

As part of the development of this Action Plan, Lexington County evaluated other County planning 
documents including its CDBG Consolidated Plan and its CDBG-DR Action Plan to ensure consistency and 
conformity across documents.  Any relevant County planning documents were reviewed and considered 
as part of the development of this plan.  ¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ Comprehensive Plan is currently under development 
by the County Planning Commission and is unavailable for review.  The County also provided necessary 
updates to the County Citizen Participation Plan in order to address changes specific to public participation 
requirements for CDBG-MIT funds, particularly as impacts from COVID-19 necessitated changes regarding 
public gatherings such as public hearings.  This Action Plan was developed in coordination with several 
County departments which provided guidance and insight during its development of the plan.  These 
departments included: 

¶ Finance Department 

¶ Procurement Department 

¶ Legal Department 
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¶ Public Works 

¶ Emergency Management 

¶ County Administration 

¶ County Council 

¶ Department of Community Development 

Lexington County consulted with Richland County as well as the City of Columbia during the development 
of the Action Plan.  Richland County and the City of Columbia are both CDBG-DR and CDBG-MIT funding 
recipients engaged in active recovery and mitigation projects within the region which made 
communication with them particularly meaningful.  The County has also been in communication with the 
Central Midlands Council of Governments which is responsible for the development of the regional and 
County-specific hazard mitigation plan.  The County has maintained ongoing communication with FEMA 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 9ƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 5ƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ as part of continuing recovery activities as well as 
to ensure adequate and up-to-date information pertaining to FEMA recovery and mitigation activity is it 
related to the Action Plan. 

1.2 CDBG-MIT Program National Objectives 

The primary objective of the CDBG-MIT Program is to assist persons of low- and moderate-income (LMI), 
thereby improving the housing, quality of life, and economic conditions of the affected Lexington County 
communities.  HUD CDBG allocations typically must meet one of three National Objectives, however, 
under the CDBG-MIT allocation requirements this has effectively been reduced to two National 
Objectives.  These two National Objectives include: 

¶ Benefit LMI persons 

¶ Meet an urgent need  

Projects funded by CDBG-aL¢ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ previous άŀƛŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎƭǳƳ ƻǊ 
ōƭƛƎƘǘέ National Objective without prior HUD approval through a waiver consideration.  However, HUD 
has provided additional guidance regarding the utilizatƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ά¦ǊƎŜƴǘ bŜŜŘέ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΦ  ¢ƘŜ 
bƻǘƛŎŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ǉǳŀƭƛŦȅ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ¦ǊƎŜƴǘ bŜŜŘ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƳǳǎǘΣ άΦ Φ Φ  
reference in (the) action plan the risk identified in the Mitigation Needs Assessment that is addressed by 
the activity. (The County) must maintain documentation of the measurable and verifiable reduction in risk 
ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΦέ  Additionally, CDBG-MIT funds have slightly 
reduced requirements regarding meeting the LMI National Objective where typically 70% of CDBG funds 
must meet the LMI National Objective, this requirement has been reduced to 50% for CDBG-MIT funds.  
HUD defines LMI as household income that is less than 80% of area median income.  Therefore, 50% of 
the CDBG-MIT allocation must provide benefits to LMI populations.  Lexington County has allocated 
$8,275,750 (54.5%) of its total CDBG-MIT allocation to meet LMI benefit which exceeds the 50% LMI 
requirement. 

1.3 CDBG-MIT Eligible Activities 

All CDBG-MIT activities must be an eligible activity as defined under the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974 (HCDA).  Any other activities outside of those defined as eligible activities must 
have been approved under a previous Federal Register waiver or must be submitted to and approved by 
HUD as a waiver. 
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1.4 Overview of Lexington County 

Lexington County is located in central South Carolina. The County was founded in 1785. According to U.S. 
Census estimates, the County population as of July 1, 2019 was 298,750. That is a 13.8 percent increase 
from the population calculated during the 2010 census.1 According to the Census Bureau American 
Community Survey, the population of Lexington County is expected to increase 81.6 percent over the next 
30 years. This is the highest projected percentage of growth of any of the Central Midlands Region 
counties. 

The County occupies an area of 758 square miles, of that 699 square miles is land, and 59 miles is water. 
The County is bordered by Richland County to the east, Orangeburg and Calhoun Counties to the 
southeast, Aiken County to the southwest, Saluda County to the west, and Newberry County to the 
northwest.  

1.4.1 Socioeconomic/Demographic Analysis 
Lexington County conducted an analysis of key Census data in order to identify areas of 
concentration of vulnerable populations, areas of poverty and to assist in identifying 
concentrations of populations subject to fair housing laws.  Fair housing laws were established 
ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ CŀƛǊ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ !Ŏǘ ό¢ƛǘƭŜ ±LLL ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǾƛƭ wƛƎƘǘǎ !Ŏǘ ƻŦ мфсуύ ŀƴŘ άǇǊƻǘŜŎǘǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ 
discrimination when they are renting or buying a home, getting a mortgage, seeking housing 
assistance, or engaging in other housing-related activitieǎΦέ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ƭŀǿǎ ƘŜƭǇ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ 
discrimination due to race, color, disability, religion, sex, familial status, or national origin.  
Lexington County only has one housing related project, the Housing Buyout Program, which is the 
continuation and extension of the CDBG-DR buyout program.  Other CDBG-MIT funded projects 
will provide benefits to some of these populations but are not subject to fair housing laws. 

Race 
The County reviewed data to identify any concentrations on minority populations.  The only race 
other than White to be identified as containing any notable population was Black or African 
American.  

Table 1-1: Race as a Percentage of Population 

Race 
White 

Alone 

Black or 

African 

American 

Alone 

American 

Indian or 

Alaska 

Native 

Alone 

Asian 

Alone 

Native 

Hawaiian 

and other 

Pacific 

Islander 

Alone 

Other 

Two or 

More 

Races 

% of 

County 

Population 

79.3% 14.6% 0.3% 1.8% 0.1 1.4% 2.5% 

 

The following map indicates the concentration of Black or African American populations by Census 
Tract.  Projects located in Census Tracts in the southeast portion of the County, such as 
infrastructure improvement projects located in Census Tract 208.01, will provide benefits to 
Census Tract with some of the highest percentage of Black or African American populations 
among Census Tracts.  

                                                 

 
1 U.S. Census QuickFacts, Lexington County, South Carolina 
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Figure 1-1: Black or African American Populations in Lexington County 

 

 

Age 
Approximately 15.8 percent of the population of the County is over the age of 65 which is very 
ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǎŜƴƛƻǊǎ ŀǘ мсΦн ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘΦ  !ǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƳŀǇΣ 
many of the census tracts in the northwestern portion of the County have higher concentrations 
of seniors in their population than many other regions of the County.  Unfortunately, many of 
these areas contain wealthier populations making it difficult to identify and design projects which 
may be able to address mitigations needs while still meeting the CDBG-MIT LMI requirement.  This 
region is also prone to much of the flooding in the County due to its proximity to Lake Murray.  
The neighborhoods on the eastern side of Lake Murray are the neighborhoods targeted for 
buyouts.  The County is aware that many of the potential buyout participants may be older 
citizens.  Buyouts of these properties will assist in possibly removing older citizens from high flood 
hazard areas and assist them in moving to safer portions of the County. 
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Figure 1-2: Populations Age 65 and Older in Lexington County 

 

 

Disability 
Approximately 13.5 percent ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ population is identified by the Census as having a 
disability.  bƛƴŜǘŜŜƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ тп /Ŝƴǎǳǎ ¢ǊŀŎǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ 
мр ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǎǳǎ ǘǊŀŎǘΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŀ ŘƛǎŀōƛƭƛǘȅΦ  tŜǊǎƻƴǎ 
with disabilities often need additional assistance, services or have special communications needs 
during times of hazards.  Mobility and cognitive issues can severely hamper the ability and speed 
at which people can react, respond and evacuate in times of disaster.  Because of this, the County 
wanted to make sure it considered projects that specifically address mitigating impacts from 
disasters that were exacerbated by these issues.  Infrastructure which is not only impacted by 
hazard events but can even further contribute to impacts and hinder mobility pose increased risk 
to disabled, elderly and children.  They rely on vehicles, functioning roads and evacuation routes 
and reliable infrastructure to help ensure they can reach safety in times of need.  This is why the 
County felt it was critical to consider a variety of projects to help serve people throughout the 
County with varying degrees of need as part of the hazard mitigation efforts.   
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Figure 1-3: Population Identified as Having a Disability in Lexington County 

 

 

Poverty 
Approximately 12.7 percent of the CountyΩǎ population is identified by the Census as living in 
ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŦƛŦǘŜŜƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŎŜƴǎǳǎ ǘǊŀŎǘǎ ƘŀŘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ нл҈ ƻŦ 
the population were identified as being in poverty.  These census tracts are concentrated in the 
southeast portion of the County and in the census tracts just west of the City of Columbia.  Some 
of these census tracts are in areas identified as having high chance of flooding as well as scoring 
high on social vulnerability as explained in Section 2.4 of the document.  These are areas where 
the County focused on identifying projects with area benefits in order to assist some of the 
poorest residents within the County.  It should also be noted that many of these areas of 
concentration of poverty also align with areas of concentration of Black or African American 
populations and disabled populations.  Therefore, attempting to target projects in these areas 
provides benefits to several targeted vulnerable and minority populations.  
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Figure 1-4: Percent of Census Tract Populations in Poverty - Lexington County 

 

One of the notable characteristics regarding poverty within the County is the higher percentage 
of children living in poverty. Approximately 18.3 percent of children in the County live in poverty.  
More importantly, 17 census tracts have population where 33 percent or more of the children, 
one in every three children, are in poverty.  This includes five census tracts where more than half 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΣ рл҈ ƻǊ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊΣ ƭƛǾŜ ƛƴ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅΦ  ¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƛƴǘŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ 
of its poorest areas resulted in projects benefiting populations in these poorest counties, including 
projects which benefit the areas containing the high concentrations of children in poverty.  
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Figure 1-5: Percent of Census Tract Populations Under Age 18 in Poverty - Lexington County 

 

Lexington County made significant efforts to not only identify projects which could have beneficial impacts 
to vulnerable populations such as the disabled and elderly but also attempted to spread the projects 
geographically in order to benefit a more diverse population throughout the County.  Funding limitations, 
regulatory requirements and a variety of other factors made it difficult to undertake some of the projects 
the County had prioritized but attempts were made to allow for the greatest benefits available to key 
populations.  Due to limited housing projects that could meet mitigation definitions while still benefitting 
LMI populations, fair housing activities targeted at these populations are limited to the buyout program 
as described later in this document.  As with all County programs, discrimination based on any of the fair 
housing factors is strictly prohibited.  Development of any County projects/programs and participation in 
those projects/programs is entirely based on ability to address mitigation needs in compliance with all 
federal, state and local laws. 
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2. Mitigation Needs Assessment 

2.1 Introduction 

A critical component of this Action Plan, as required by the Federal Register, is the /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ Mitigation 
Needs Assessment.  In order to identify, develop and consider projects and to ultimately assist in informing 
the allocation of CDBG-MIT funds, a mitigation needs assessment must be conducted.  The development 
of this assessment requires that the County, άidentify and analyze all significant current and future 
disaster risksέ ŀƴŘ άuse the most recent risk assessment completed or currently being updated through 
the FEMA HMP process to inform the use of CDBGςMIT fundsΦέ  In order to accomplish this the County 
conducted an analysis of the its Hazard Mitigation Plan which is included as part of the All-Natural Hazard 
Risk Assessment and Hazard Mitigation Plan for the Central Midlands Region of South Carolina.  This HMP 
is currently in the process of being updated, however, it is still in the preliminary phases of development 
and funds are still being identified and secured for plan development.  It should also be noted that this 
HMP was developed before the impacts of the CƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŘŜŎƭŀred disasters 
which qualified the County for initial CDBG-DR funds and the resulting CDBG-MIT funds.  Therefore, some 
of the impacts from those events, particularly those involving infrastructure, were not accurately 
accounted for in the HMP as they relate to ǘƘŜ ǳǘƛƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ /5.D-MIT funds.  The County 
had to account for these impacts and factors in addition to the information obtained from the HMP 
analysis.  

This assessment must also analyze hazard risks which impact HUD defined Most Impacted and Distressed 
(MID) regions of the County.  Under the Federal Register Notice all of Lexington County is an identified 
MID area therefore County-wide analysis was conducted.  A key beneficial component of the existing HMP 
was the inclusion of analysis of impacts to socially vulnerable populations.  This helped identify area of 
potential concentration of socially vulnerable populations.  This data could then be taken into 

consideration during project development and consideration.  

Purpose of the Mitigation Needs Assessment 

The purpose of this Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Mitigation (MIT) needs assessment is 
to examine current hazards as well as future risks as they relate to community lifelines. Community 
lifelines are key operations that enable the continuous operation of government functions and critical 
business and is essential to human health and safety or economic security. The key lifelines are identified 
below: 

¶ Safety and security 

¶ Food, water, sheltering 

¶ Health and medical 

¶ Energy (Power and Fuel) 

¶ Communications 

¶ Transportation 

¶ Hazardous Material 

The lifelines are designed to highlight priority areas and interdependencies. Each lifeline is comprised of 
multiple components and essential elements of information needed to stabilize an incident. 
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The needs assessment will be used to develop a CDBG-MIT action plan to identify activities designed to 
increase resilience to community lifelines and ensure they can continue to function despite the 
occurrence of future disasters. and reduce or eliminate the long-term risk of loss of life, injury, damage to 
and loss of property, and suffering and hardship, by lessening the impact of future disasters. The CDBG-
MIT action plan will also prioritize activities that benefit vulnerable and lower-income individuals and 
communities while also identifying projects that will benefit areas that have been impacted by disasters. 

2.2 Mitigation Assessment Summary 

As part of the development of this Action Plan Lexington County conducted a Mitigation Needs 
!ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ Iat ŀǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƘŀȊŀǊŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ 
plan identified 15 hazards which included: 

¶ Winter Weather ¶ Hail 

¶ Drought ¶ Flash Flood 

¶ Lightning ¶ Riverine Flood 

¶ Fog ¶ Wind 

¶ Tropical Storms ¶ Earthquake 

¶ Extreme Cold ¶ Thunderstorm 

¶ Extreme Heat ¶ Wildfires 

¶ Tornadoes  

 

Each of the 15 hazards were then assigned an overall risk designation of high, medium or low based upon 
several criteria including: 

¶ Geographic Extent 

¶ Probability of Future Occurrence 

¶ Vulnerability Assessment 

¶ Magnitude of Severity 

¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Iat ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŀȅŜǊ ƻŦ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ 

vulnerability and consequences to community lifelines.  This additional layer of analysis was critical in 

meeting the CDBG-MIT requirements to evaluate hazards based on risks and impacts posed to these 

community lifelines.  A scoring criteria was developed which resulted in the following results. 
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Table 2-1: Vulnerability and Consequence to Community Lifelines Scores for All Hazards 

Hazard* 
Vulnerability and Consequence to 

Community Lifelines 

Winter Snow and Ice Storms 33 

Hurricane and Tropical Storms 32 

Flood 30 

Tornado 30 

Wildfire 28 

Earthquake 26 

Thunderstorm 25 

Wind  25 

Lightning 24 

Hail 22 

Drought 21 

Extreme Temperatures 17 

Fog 16 
* As part of this analysis and as included in the HMP, Extreme Cold and Heat were combined 
Extreme Temperatures and Flash Flooding and Riverine Flooding were combined under 
Flood. 

Results from this analysis were utilized to assist in the identification and evaluation of projects.  As can be 
seen in Table 1-1, two of the highest scoring hazards, Hurricane/Tropical Storm and Flood both result in 
flood related disasters.  These are also the types of hazards which have resulted in significant impacts, 
damages and financial loss for the County in recent years.  So much so that the County is still recovering 
from flood impacts from events occurring in 2015.  This being the case, the County prioritized mitigation 
activities to address flood related hazards and impacts for its CDBG-MIT allocation. 

The County coordinated its project identification process between the Community Development, 
Emergency Management and Public Works Departments.  This included the consideration of a variety of 
projects including but not limited to the development of a stormwater retention pond, expansion of the 
ōǳȅƻǳǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΣ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ ǎƛǊŜƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 
infrastructure and stormwater management systems.  The County did discuss and consider projects that 
were relevant to non-flood disasters but these were quickly removed from consideration as it was deemed 
a most effective and prudent use of funds to address hazards, particularly flooding, which have historically 
had the most frequent and considerable impacts on the County.  In order to address continued issues and 
dangers posed by properties located in flood prone areas and subject to repetitive loss the County decided 
to continue its property buyout program to help continue to mitigate risk to properties located in these 
hazard areas. 

The County Disaster Recovery Office worked with the Public Works Department to first, identify the LMI 
areas of the County to help narrow down locations where projects could even take place in order to meet 
the required, HUD defined, LMI objectives.  Once these areas were identified by block groups County staff 
reviewed the history of impacts in these areas to help identify potential project that could help mitigate 
future impacts or loss from hazard events.  A variety of obstacles limited which projects could be pursued 
and included factors such as available land, cost limits, LMI national objective requirements, timeliness 
and readiness issues, cost/benefit concerns as well as a desire by the County to avoid limiting the 
geographic benefit by focusing projects or a project in a single region of the County.  Significant effort was 
placed on identifying projects that could help benefit a substantial number of people while still meeting 
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many of the goals the County intended for these funds.  This included such considerations as continuing 
the CDBG-DR initiated residential buyout program while still considering more widely impactful 
infrastructure projects which would expand beneficiaries beyond just those engaged in the buyout 
program.  To this end, the County considered several infrastructure project which could be undertaken to 
help mitigate impacts from flooding throughout the County.  Flooding events are exacerbated by 
substandard road conditions and associated stormwater management systems, result is substantial 
damage to the road infrastructure in the County, hampers accessibility and can even result in geographic 
isolation as flood waters cut off neighborhoods and leave residents stranded.  By considering additional 
infrastructure improvement projects, the County was able to identify several road and drainage 
improvement projects that could help increase safety and mitigate impacts from flooding impacts during 
heavy rain events. 

hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ 
increase safety and help mitigate loss of life and injury during these flood events.  To that end, the County 
met with its first responders to identify any potential projects that could help mitigate loss of life and 
injury risks.  Unfortunately, no projects meeting the CDBG-MIT eligibility criteria could be identified for 
funding.  

By taking all of these considerations into account the County identified the projects and their associated 
funding allocations provided in Table 1-2. 

Table 2-2: Lexington CDBG-MIT Funding 

Activity 
Current 

Allocation 
Percentage of 
Total Funding 

Administration $759,250 5.0% 

Planning $10,000 0.01% 

Public Infrastructure Improvements $8,435,750 55.6% 

Housing Buyouts $5,980,000 39.3% 

Total Funding Available  $15,185,000 100% 

 

Overview of the All-Natural Hazard Risk Assessment and Hazard Mitigation Plan for the Central 
Midlands Region of South Carolina  

The Lexington County, South Carolina Community Development Block Grant MIT Needs Assessment is 
informed primarily by the All-Hazard Risk Assessment and Hazard Mitigation Plan for the Central Midlands 
Region of South Carolina (HMP) 2016.2 The HMP is the most current and in force HMP at the time of the 
development of this assessment. The purpose of the HMP is to assess the historical impacts of natural 
hazards to determine high risk areas and identify vulnerabilities. This information is used to identify and 
prioritize mitigation actions for reducing risk and protecting their citizens from the impacts of natural 
hazards. The HMP is designed to: 

¶ Describe the natural hazards that most affect and concern each county 

                                                 

 
2 All-Hazard Hazard Risk Assessment and Hazard Mitigation Plan for the Central Midlands Region of South Carolina, 

2016 Update, Executive Summary 
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¶ Assess vulnerable populations and assets in each county 

¶ Assess risks varying from one county to another in the region 

¶ Identify and evaluate goals, actions and projects that reduce the effects of identified hazards 

¶ Devise an action plan for prioritizing, implementing, and administering recommended mitigation 
actions and projects 

¶ Monitor, evaluate, and update the HMP within a five-year period 

¶ Devise the process that participating jurisdictions could use to incorporate plan recommendations 
into local plans and capital improvements programs 

¶ Ensure continued public involvement in the ongoing mitigation planning process 

The HMP is intended to be a tool for city and county planners and emergency management official for 
planning mitigation actions, identifying at-risk areas, infrastructure and vulnerabilities to support the 
reduction or elimination of risk and safeguard life and property. The objectives of the HMP are:3 

¶ Coordinate regional resources and personnel to collate the most up-to-date information on 
natural hazard impacts and mitigation strategies. 

¶ Utilize state-of-the-art scientific techniques to analyze natural hazard risk and impacts. 

¶ Provide an easy to read document that supports evidence-based planning and decision making 

Jurisdictions covered by the HMP include the counties of Fairfield, Lexington, Newberry and Richland 
along with the municipalities within the each of those counties. This assessment will focus on the portion 
of the HMP that provides the hazard and vulnerability information for Lexington County.  

2.3 Overview of Hazards  

The HMP has identified 15 natural hazards for which Lexington County has vulnerability. Each of the 
hazards are analyzed according to the six criteria listed below:  

¶ Perceived risk 

¶ Geographic extent 

¶ Probability of future occurrence 

¶ Vulnerability assessment 

¶ Magnitude and severity 

¶ Overall risk 

Perceived risk is assessed using the following categories: 

¶ Least Important 

¶ Somewhat Important 

¶ Very Important 

                                                 

 
3 All-Hazard Hazard Risk Assessment and Hazard Mitigation Plan for the Central Midlands Region of South Carolina, 

2016 Update, Section 1.2 Plan Objectives 
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¶ Most Important  

The risk categories for Geographical Extent, Probability of Future Occurrence, Vulnerability Assessment, 
Magnitude and Severity, and the Overall Risk Rating, along with their indicated color association are listed 
in Table below. 

Table 2-3: Risk Assessment Criteria and Values 

Geographical 
Extent 

Probability of 
Future 

Occurrence 

Vulnerability 
Assessment 

Magnitude and 
Severity 

Overall Risk Rating 

Isolated Infrequent Limited Low Low 

Limited Occasional Moderate Medium Medium 

Widespread Likely Extensive High High 

Overall risk is categorized as low, medium, or high. These categories are defined below: 

¶ Low: Minimal potential impact. The recurrence and potential cost of damage to life and property 
is minimal. 

¶ Medium: Moderate potential impact. The potential damage is more isolated and less costly than 
a more widespread disaster. There is a moderate threat level to people, critical infrastructure, 
and/or built environment. 

¶ High: Widespread potential impact. The potential for damage is widespread. Hazards have a high 
recurrence interval and/or pose a high threat to residents, critical infrastructure, and/or built 
environment. 

The risk assessment criteria and values has been combined with the list of hazards in Table 2-4 to provide 
an over-all snapshot of the hazards and assessment of risk for Lexington County. More detail on each 
hazard and their impact on the community lifelines are described in Sections 2.6 through 2.18. 
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Table 2-4: Overall Risk Assessment for Lexington County 

Perceived 
Risk 

Hazard 
Geographic 

Extent 

Probability 
of Future 

Occurrence 

Vulnerability 
Assessment 

Magnitude 
and 

Severity 

Overall 
Risk 

Most 
Important 

Winter 
Weather 

Widespread Likely Extensive High High 

Somewhat 
Important 

Extreme Heat Widespread Occasional Extensive High High 

Somewhat 
Important 

Droughts Widespread Occasional Extensive High High 

Very 
Important 

Tornadoes Isolated Likely Extensive High High 

Most 
Important 

Tropical 
Storms 

Widespread Occasional Moderate Medium Medium 

Most 
Important 

Wind Limited Likely Moderate Medium Medium 

Somewhat 
Important 

Extreme Cold Widespread Likely Limited Medium Medium 

Least 
Important 

Earthquakes Widespread Infrequent Moderate Medium Medium 

Very 
Important 

Flash Floods Isolated Occasional Moderate Medium Medium 

Very 
Important 

Riverine 
Floods 

Limited Occasional Moderate Low Medium 

Very 
Important 

Lightning Isolated Likely Moderate Low Medium 

N/A Hail Isolated Occasional Moderate Medium Medium 

Most 
Important 

Thunderstorms Isolated Likely Limited Low Medium 

Least 
Important 

Fog Isolated Likely Limited Low Medium 

Least 
Important 

Wildfires Isolated Occasional Limited Low Low 
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2.4 Social Vulnerability 

In the HMP a system for measuring the sociodemographic make-up of the county is devised that measures 
how well populations within a census tract can prepare for, respond to, or recover from a hazard. This 
measure of social vulnerability is derived from eight main vulnerability components including: 

¶ Wealth 

¶ Female headed households 

¶ Age (older) 

¶ Rural and primary sector 
employment 

¶ Poverty and Unemployment 

¶ Ethnicity (Hispanic) 

¶ No automobile 

¶ Race (Native American) 

The social vulnerability scores are tallied 
and mapped using three categories:  

¶ High social vulnerability 

¶ Medium vulnerability 

¶ Low social vulnerability 

Figure 2-1 shows the distribution of the three categories of social vulnerability across the county. Nearly 
60,000 ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƭƛǾŜ ƛƴ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΣ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ ŀƴŘ 
far eastern and western portions of the county. 

After the scores are mapped the social vulnerability map is overlaid with the map of the county hazards 
to determine the socially vulnerable populations for each hazard. 

2.5 Lifeline Assessment 

The community lifelines assessment is designed to assist local, state and federal agencies, to better 
understand how the hazards for which the County has vulnerability and how those hazards can potentially 
impact those community lifelines. Each of the community lifelines have specific components to further 
clarify the functions that fall under each lifeline category. The community lifelines, along with their 
components are identified in Table 2-5. 

Figure 2-1: Social Vulnerability in Lexington County 




